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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The Amendment, filed on 12/21/05, has been entered and acknowledged by the 
Examiner. 

Election/Restrictions 
Applicant's election with traverse of Group I, including claims 1-17 and 24-38 in 
Application No. 10/684520, filed on 8/29/05 is acknowledged. The traversal is on the 
ground(s) that: 

Examiner fails to show undue burden because applications that claim inventions 
in different statutory categories of inventions, only a one-way distinctness is generally 
required to support a restriction requirement, hence applicant fails to show that the 
claims are both independent and distinct is required to support a restriction requirement. 

This is not found persuasive for the following reasons. Examiner, in order to 
establish reasons for insisting upon restriction after distinctness has been 
demonstrated, must show by appropriate explanation that the following condition is 
held: there separate classification. This shows that each distinct subject has attained 
recognition in the art as a separate subject for the inventive effort, hence also a 
separate field of search (MPEP § 808.02 A). 

Applicant's traverse on the grounds that it is not shown that a serious burden 
exists on the examiner is not found to be persuasive because applications that claim 
inventions in different statutory categories of invention, only a one-way distinctness is 
generally required to support a restriction requirement. See MPEP 806.05(f). 
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Consequently, in the instant case, neither a showing of undue burden, nor that 
the claims are both independent and distinct is required to support a restriction 
requirement. Furthermore, the separate statutory classification of invention, and the 
different fields of search, are indicia of an undue burden. See MPEP 808.02 and MPEP 
803(B). 

Consequently, requirement is still deemed proper. This application contains 
claims 18-23 drawn to an invention nonelected with traverse in Application No. 
10/684520. A complete reply to the final rejection must include cancellation of 
nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1.144). See MPEP 821.01 

Priority 

Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1. Claims 1, 5-6, 8-10, 15, 24-29, 31-33, 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Uemura et al (US 6239547 B1). 

With respect to Claim 1 , Uemura discloses a field emission display (Figure 4), 
comprising: first (faceplate, 402) and second substrates (ceramic substrate, 406a) 
provided opposing one another with a predetermined gap there between to form a 
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vacuum assembly (Col. 7, lines 4-6); electron emission sources (421) provided on one 
of the first and second substrates; an electron emission inducing assembly (406b) 
inducing the emission of electrons from the electron emission sources; and an 
illuminating assembly (phosphor screen, 404) provided on the other one of the first and 
second substrates not including the electron emission sources being formed, the 
illuminating assembly realizing images by the emission of electrons from the electron 
emission sources, with the electron emission sources including a carbon nanotube layer 
(421) and a base layer (conductive adhesive, 422), the base layer connecting the 
carbon nanotube layer to the one of the first and second substrates on which the 
electron emission sources are provided and having conductibility for applying a voltage 
to the carbon nanotube layer required for the emission of electrons, the carbon 
nanotube layer comprising a plurality of carbon nanotubes (graphite columns, 421), and 
with the base layer having a predetermined thickness, and the carbon nanotube layer 
including the carbon nanotubes of the carbon nanotube layer being provided on the 
base layer in a state substantially un-mixed with the base layer, with the base layer 
having a substantially vertical flank (Figure 4). 

With respect to Claim 5, Uemura teaches a that the base layer (conductive 
adhesive, 422) includes an adhesive material having conductibility selected from the 
group consisting of silver, nickel, aluminum, gold, cobalt, and iron (silver, Col. 7, lines 
29-31). 

With respect to Claim 6, Uemura teaches a that the base layer (conductive 
adhesive, 422) includes a metal conductive material selected from the group consisting 
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of silver adhesive material having conductibility selected from the group consisting of 
silver (Col. 7, lines 29-31). 

With respect to Claim 8, Uemura teaches that the base layer (703, Figure 7) has 
an outer surface that includes prominences and depressions (see Figure 7). 

With respect to Claim 9, Uemura teaches that the base layer (905, see at least 
Fig. 9B) includes spherical particles with a diameter of 0.05 to 5 urn, creating 
prominences and depressions on outer surface of the base layer accommodating the 
same prominences and depressions in the carbon nanotube layers, below the carbon 
nanotube layer (Col. 5, lines 42-45; Col. 11, lines 65-67; Col. 17, lines 10-11; Col. 11, 
lines 13-17). 

With respect to Claim 10, Uemura teaches that the spherical particles are 
conductive metal particles selected from the group consisting of silver, copper, and 
aluminum (Col. 11, lines 65-67). 

With respect to Claim 15, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejections of claim 1 & 9. 

With respect to Claim 24, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claim 1 . 

With respect to Claim 25, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claim 24 & 1 . 

With respect to Claim 26, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claim 24 & 1 . 
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With respect to Claim 27, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claim 25 & 1 . 

With respect to Claim 28, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claim 24 & 5. 

With respect to Claim 29, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claim 24 & 6. 

With respect to Claim 31 , the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claim 24 & 8. 

With respect to Claim 32, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejections of claim 24 & 9. 

With respect to Claim 33, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejections of claim 24 & 10. 

With respect to Claim 38, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejections of claim 24 & 9. 

2. Claims 1-2, 4, 24-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1). 

With respect to Claim 1 , Nakada teaches discloses a field emission display 
(Figure 3), comprising: first (11) and second substrates (2) provided opposing one 
another with a predetermined gap there between to form a vacuum assembly; electron 
emission sources (202) provided on one of the first and second substrates; an electron 
emission inducing assembly (13) inducing the emission of electrons from the electron 
emission sources; and an illuminating assembly (phosphor, Col. 7, lines 35-38) provided 
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on the other one of the first and second substrates not including the electron emission 
sources being formed, the illuminating assembly realizing images by the emission of 
electrons from the electron emission sources, with the electron emission sources 
including a carbon nanotube layer (Figure 6, 16a) and a base layer (projecting structure 
161), the base layer connecting the carbon nanotube layer to the one of the first and 
second substrates on which the electron emission sources are provided and having 
conductibility for applying a voltage to the carbon nanotube layer required for the 
emission of electrons, and with the base layer having a predetermined thickness, and 
the carbon nanotube layer being provided on the base layer in a state substantially un- 
mixed with the base layer (Figure 6). 

With respect to Claim 2, Nakada teaches that the electron emission inducing 
assembly (Figure 3) comprises cathode electrodes formed in a stripe pattern on one of 
the first and second substrates having the electron emission sources being provided on 
an outer surface of the cathode electrodes (13); an insulating layer formed covering the 
cathode electrodes at all areas except where the electron emission sources are formed 
(14); and gate electrodes formed on the insulating layer in a stripe pattern and in a 
direction substantially perpendicular to the cathode electrodes (15), the gate electrodes 
including holes for exposing the electron emission sources. 

With respect to Claim 4, Nakada teaches that the illuminating assembly 
comprises an anode electrode formed on the substrate on which the electron emission 
are not formed; and phosphor layer formed on an outer surface of the anode surface 
(Col. 7, lines 35-38). 
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With respect to Claim 24, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claim 1 . 

With respect to Claim 25, Nakada teaches a second substrate (2) provided 
opposing the first substrate with a predetermined gap there between to form a vacuum 
assembly. 

With respect to Claim 26, Nakada teaches an electron emission inducing 
assembly (13) inducing the emission of electrons from the electron emission sources. 

With respect to Claim 27, Nakada teaches an illuminating assembly (phosphor, 
Col. 7, lines 35-38) provided on the other one of the second substrate (2), the second 
substrate not including the electron emission sources being formed, the illuminating 
assembly realizing images by the emission of electrons from the electron emission 
sources. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakada 

et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Choi et al. (US 2001/0006232 A1). 

With respect to Claim 3, Nakada teaches the invention set forth above (see 

rejection in Claim 1 above). Nakada is silent lacks the specific structure of the gate 

electrode disposed on a first substrate. In the same field of endeavor, Choi teaches a 
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teaches that the gate electrodes (Figure 2, #13) are formed in a stripe pattern on one of 
the first and second substrates (11) provided with the electron emission sources (15); 
an insulating layer (17) formed over an entire surface of one of the first and second 
substrates provided with the electron emission sources and covering the gate 
electrodes; and cathode electrodes (12) formed on the insulating layer in a stripe 
pattern and in a direction substantially perpendicular to the gate electrodes, the electron 
emission sources being formed on an outer surface of the cathode electrodes in order 
to ensure easier manufacturing of such an FED device (Page 4, Par [0043]). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, 
to modify the structure of the electron emission inducing assembly, as disclosed by 
Choi, in the field emission display of Nakada. Motivation to combine would be to ensure 
easier manufacturing of such an FED device. 

4. Claims 7, 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Uemura et al. (US 6239547 B1) in view of Ito (US 6885142 B2). 

With respect to Claim 7, Uemura teaches that the base layer (Figure 2) 
comprises an adhesive material (conductive adhesive, Col. 5, lines 41-45) realized 
through a glass frit; and a metal conductive material (84) selected from the group 
consisting of silver, copper, and aluminum (silver paste, Col. 5, lines 41-45). Uemura 
lacks a frit glass from the group consisting of PbO, Si0 2 , Ba 2 0 3 . In the same field of 
endeavor, Ito teaches a glass frit that selected from the group consisting of PbO, Si0 2 , 
Ba 2 0 3 (Col. 2, lines 2-7) for the purpose preventing softening of the sealing portion 
including the frit glass during device manufacturing (Col. 2, lines 2-7). Ito teaches the 



Application/Control Number: 10/684,520 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2879 

suitability of using a glass frit formed of the group consisting of PbO, Si0 2 , Ba 2 0 3 . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the composition of the group consisting of PbO, Si0 2 , 
Ba203, as disclosed by Ito, in the device of Uemura in order ensure the prevention of 
softening of the sealing portion including the frit glass during device manufacturing and 
to choose from one of the materials disclosed by Ito, since Ito teaches the suitability of 
using a glass frit formed of a the group consisting of PbO, Si0 2 , Ba 2 0 3 and it has been 
held to be within the general skill of an artisan to select a known material on the basis of 
the intended use. See MPEP 2144.07. 

With respect to Claim 30, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejections 24 & 7. 

5. Claims 14, 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Lee et al. (US 2002/0175617 A1). 

With respect to Claim 14, Nakada teaches the invention set forth above (see 
rejection in Claim 1 above). Nakada is silent regarding the thickness of the base layer. 
In the same field of endeavor, Lee teaches that the base layer (nanotube emitter layer, 
Figure 2, #52) is formed at a thickness of 0.05 to 5 urn (Page 3, Par [0016]) in order to 
ensure sufficient mechanical support of respective nanotubes. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to modify the 
thickness of the base layer, as disclosed by Lee, in the field emission display of 
Nakada. Motivation to combine would be to ensure sufficient mechanical support of 
respective nanotubes. 
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With respect to Claim 37, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejections of 24 & 14 (above). 

6. Claims 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Uemura et al (US 6239547 B1) in view of Cole et al. (US 6919730 B2). 

With respect to Claim 1 1 , Uemura teaches the invention set forth above (see 
rejection in Claim 31 above). Uemura is silent regarding the dimensions of the 
prominence and depressions of the base layer. In the same field of endeavor, Cole 
teaches that the prominence and depressions (combination of 220 & 235, see at least 
Fig. 2D) at 0.05 to 10 |im width, 0.01 to 5 \im depth, and 1 to 20 jam intervals (Col. 3, 
lines 17-27) in order to provide the ability to better control temperature response of a 
plurality of nanotubes to radiation. It should be noted that the Cole's temperature 
sensor (235) acts as a baseline surface for providing the platform-sensor combination 
with respective depressions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to modify the dimensions of the prominence 
and depressions of the base layer, as disclosed by Cole, in the field emission display of 
Uemura. Motivation to combine would be to provide the ability to better control 
temperature response of a plurality of nanotubes to radiation. 

7. Claims 1 1 , 1 6, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1 ) in view of Cole et al. (US 691 9730 B2). 

With respect to Claim 1 1 , Nakada teaches the invention set forth above (see 
rejection in Claim 1 above). Nakada is silent regarding the dimensions of the 
prominence and depressions of the base layer. In the same field of endeavor, Cole 
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teaches that the prominence and depressions at 0.05 to 10 urn width, 0.01 to 5 urn 
depth, and 1 to 20 intervals (Col. 3, lines 17-27) in order to provide the ability to 
better control temperature response of a plurality of nanotubes to radiation. It should be 
noted that the Cole's temperature sensor (235) acts as a baseline surface for providing 
the platform-sensor combination with respective depressions. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to modify the 
dimensions of the prominence and depressions of the base layer, as disclosed by Cole, 
in the field emission display of Nakada. Motivation to combine would be to provide the 
ability to better control temperature response of a plurality of nanotubes to radiation. 

With respect to Claim 16, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claims 1 & 1 1 . 

With respect to Claim 34, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claims 1 & 1 1 . 

8. Claims 12, 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Cole et al. (US 6919730 B2) with further 
consideration to Mau et al. (US 6866801 B1). 

With respect to Claim 12, Nakada-Cole teaches the invention set forth above 
(see rejection in Claim 1 above). Nakada-Cole fails to teach the claimed composition of 
the prominence and depressions of the base layer. In the same field of endeavor, Mau 
teaches that the prominence and depressions are formed of indium thin oxide (Col. 2, 
lines 65-67 - Col. 3, lines 1-8) in order to provide sufficient thermal stability according to 
the [CNT growth] synthesis temperature applied (Col. 2, lines 56-67). Mau teaches the 
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suitability of using a thin film is formed of indium thin oxide. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the composition of the indium thin oxide, as disclosed by Mau in the device of 
Nakada-Cole in order to provide sufficient thermal stability according to the synthesis 
temperature applied and to choose from one of the materials disclosed by Mau, since 
Mau teaches the suitability of using a thin film formed of a indium thin oxide and it has 
been held to be within the general skill of an artisan to select a known material on the 
basis of the intended use. See MPEP 2144.07. 

With respect to Claim 35, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claims 1 & 12. 

9. Claims 13, 17, 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Lee et al. (2002/0175618 A1). 

With respect to Claim 1 3, Nakada teaches the invention set forth above (see 
rejection in Claim 1 above). Nakada is silent the respective densities of the base layer 
and carbon nanotube layer. In the same field of endeavor, Lee teaches a carbon 
nanotube density of the carbon nanotube layer being greater than the carbon nanotube 
density of the base layer (Page 3, Par [0018]) in order to improve electron emission 
characteristics. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
at the time of the invention, to modify the densities, as disclosed by Lee, in the field 
emission display of Nakada. Motivation to combine would be to improve electron 
emission characteristics. 
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Nakada-Lee teaches the claimed invention except for the specific limitation of the 
carbon nanotube density of the carbon nanotube layer being "100 to 1,000,000 times" a 
carbon nanotube density of the base layer. However, it has been held that where the 
general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, discovering the optimum or 
workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art. Thus, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide 
carbon nanotube density of the carbon nanotube layer being "100 to 1,000,000 times" a 
carbon nanotube density of the base layer, since optimization of workable ranges is 
considered within the skill of the art. Further, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
entertain the idea of providing a substantially greater amount of the carbon nanotubes in 
the carbon nanotube layer in order to ensure sufficient emission of the field emission 
display. 

With respect to Claim 1 7, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claims 1 & 13. 

With respect to Claim 36, the claim is rejected over the reasons stated in the 
rejection of claims 1 & 13. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's argument filed on 12/21/05 have been fully considered but while 
some are not persuasive, other arguments are persuasive. 

II. Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
A. Regarding Claims 1, 5-6, 8-10, 15, 24-29, 31-33, 38 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Uemura et al (US 6239547 B1). 
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1. Regarding Claims 1, 24, Applicant argues that Uemura does not indicate a 
predetermined thickness for the base layer. Examiner respectfully disagrees. That 
Uemura discloses some base layer (422) utilized to "fix" the graphite columns (421) to 
some substrate, suffices that the distinction of a base layer, different from that of the 
graphite columns, establishes that Uemura's base layer thickness must fall within some 
predetermined thickness. 

Furthermore, Applicant argues that Uemura fails to disclose the carbon nanotube 
(hereinafter referred to as CNT) layer being provided on the base layer in a state 
substantially un-mixed with the base layer. Examiner respectfully disagrees. The 
degree at which the CNT is unmixed is determined by the fact that a distinction between 
the two different layers is made (1) a graphite column layer (distinguished as 421) and 
(2) a base layer (distinguished as 422) used as a binder. Hence, the CNTs are 
inherently substantially unmixed. 

Regarding Fig. 7, Col. 12, lines 39-48, Examiner invites applicant to indicate 
where Uemura teaches that the CNTs are "substantially embedded" in the base layer. 
That the electron-emitting terminals of Uemura's CNTs are hidden in Fig. 7A, the 
terminals of the CNTs are clearly exposed, in Figs. 7C & 7E, as a result of irradiation of 
the top portion of the subsequent silver particles of the base layer. 

2. Regarding Claims 8, 31 , Applicant argues that Uemura fails to teach the 
prominences and depressions of the base layer. Examiner respectfully disagrees. The 
prominences and depressions, as refuted by Applicant in Fig. 7, are clearly shown in 



Application/Control Number: 10/684,520 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2879 

Figs. 7C & 7E, wherein the prominences and depressions are a subsequent result of 
the exposed CNT terminals. 

3. Regarding Claims 9, 15, 32, 38, Applicant argues that, due to the amendment, 
Uemura does not teach the spherical particles below the CNT layer. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. Tying to the same concept of a notable distinction between the 
two different layers is made (1) a graphite column layer (distinguished as 421) and (2) a 
base layer (distinguished as 422) used as a binder, hence having a substantial degree 
of unmixing, the spherical particles, such as Ag, are inherently formed below the 
provided CNT layer. For further clarification, examiner additionally refers to Col. 1 1 , 
lines 13-17, wherein Uemura discloses the graphite column power layer being 
"deposited on not only the conductive adhesive (applicant's "base layer") ..." That a 
deposition of CNT is practice upon the preset conductive adhesive, teaches that while 
there may be some mixing of CNT and base layer, a separation is present nonetheless. 
B. Claims 1-2, 4, 24-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1 ). 

1. Regarding Claims 1, 24, Applicant argues that Nakada's projecting structure 
161 is not structurally comparable to the base layer of the present invention. Examiner 
respectfully disagrees. That the CNT layer is provide on Nakada's projecting structure 
is basis alone for substantiating its entitlement as the claimed "base layer." Inherently, 
any such layer that a CNT layer is formed on may be portrayed as a base layer thereof.^ 

Applicant further argues that Nakada fails to disclose the CNT layer being 
provided on the base layer in a state substantially unmixed with the base layer. 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees. That a distinction is made between Nakada's 
projecting structure 161 and Nakada's CNT layer 16a is basis enough for the two layers, 
one being formed on the other to be substantially unmixed. 

III. Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

A. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakada et al. 
(US 6455989 B1) in view of Choi et al. (US 2001/0006232 A1). 

Regarding Claim 3, Applicant argues that the motivation given by the Examiner 
of "easier manufacturing," is a broad generalized statement that is not clear and 
particular and not from the references themselves. Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Paragraph 0043 of Choi clearly state that the gate electrodes installed below the 
cathodes, on a substrate, so that the "manufacture of the devices is easy." 

B. Claims 5-6, 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Uemura et al. (US 6239547 B1). 

The combination rejection is respectfully withdrawn. 

C. Claims 7, 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Uemura et al. (US 6239547 B1) in view of Wada et al. (US 6525468 B1). 

The combination rejection is respectfully withdrawn. 

D. Claims 9-10, 15, 32-33, 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Uemura et al. (US 
2003/0127965). 

The combination rejection is respectfully withdrawn. 
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E. Claims 14, 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Lee et al. (US 2002/0175617 A1). 

Regarding Claims 14, 37, Applicant argues that the rejection is improper. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Lee's thickness is taught at a particular threshold, the 
threshold particular apt to tolerate the support of respective CNTs. If the tolerance was 
nonexistent, then the threshold for Lee's thickness would be rendered inadequate. That 
Lee teaches a functional embodiment, disclosing the claimed thickness, deems the 
motivation proper in the provided rejection. 

F. Claims 8, 11, 16, 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Cole et al. (US 6919730 B2). 

The combination rejection of Claim 8 is respectfully withdrawn. The combination 
rejection of Claim 34 is respectfully withdrawn, due to the amendment. 

Regarding Claims 11 and 16, Applicant argues that Cole does not mention the 
depth. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Cole discloses that the "platforms are 1-5 
micron rectangles ..." This implies that the platforms have two pairs of opposite sides of 
that are of equal length, but that all four sides fall within 1-5 microns. Hence, the depth 
is adequately provided. 

Applicant further argues that the Ni islands are not included in the base layer. 
The relevance of the Ni island not being included in the base layer is unclear. Cole's 
platform, combination of final product, 220 & 235, are the relevant features in the 
structural platform. 
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G. Claims 12, 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakada et al. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Cole et al. (US 6919730 B2) with further 
consideration to Mau et al. (US 6866801 B1). 

Regarding Claims 12, 35, Applicant argues the point of a lack of motivation 
provided. Examiner respectfully agrees. 

H. Claims 13, 17, 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakada etal. (US 6455989 B1) in view of Lee etal. (2002/0175618 A1). 

Regarding Claims 13, 17, 36, Applicant argues that the combination rejection is 
improper. Examiner respectfully disagrees. That the applicant claims the CNT density 
to be 100 to 1 ,000,000 times a carbon nanotube density of the base layer fails to 
establish function of criticality. Hence, it would have been an obvious matter of design 
choice to a person of ordinary skill in the art to choose the CNT density to be 100 to 

I. 000,000 times a carbon nanotube density of the base layer because Applicant has not 
disclosed a function of criticality. 

For the reasons stated above, the rejection of some of the claims is deemed 
proper, while the rejection of some of the claims are withdrawn. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hana A. Sanei whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
8654. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday, 9 am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimeshkumar D. Patel can be reached on (571) 272-2457. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571 ) 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Examiner 
Hana A. Sanei 





